I. INTRODUCTION
Direct agreements have never been the norm between Costa Rica and Nicaragua, which is why they have appeared before the International Court of Justice on six different occasions. Her lack of will to find solutions is transferred to the International Court of Justice as the principal judicial organ of the United Nations 2 . The first proceedings date back to 1986, when Nicaragua sued Costa Rica and Honduras, alleging various violations of international law, for which both States were internationally responsible, as they favored, from their own territory, certain military activities directed against the Nicaraguan authorities by the opposition. In 1992, the parties had reached an out-of-court agreement, so the Court issued an order registering the suspension of the proceedings and ordering the case be wiped from the general list , when they demanded that those travelling along the San Juan river aboard Costa Rican ships must have a visa or buy Nicaraguan tourist passes; or when they demanded that the shipping operators who exercised the right to free shipping in Costa Rica pay the price for exit certificates 5 . In 2010, Costa Rica began new proceedings against Nicaragua, for supposed incursions and occupations by their army in Costa Rican territory, as well as for violating several international agreements 6 . Costa Rica stated that Nicaragua had occupied, on two different occasions, Costa Rican territory, through the construction of a channel along Costa Rican territory, from the San Juan river to the Los Portillos (or Harbor Head Lagoon), and by carrying out dredging works along this river. The Court, in 2015, determined that Costa Rica had sovereignty over the disputed territory in the northern part of Isla Portillos, and considered that the activities carried out by Nicaragua since 2010 in the disputed territory, including the excavation of three channels and the establishment of a military presence in parts of this territory, constituted a violation of Costa Rican territorial sovereignty, and that Nicaragua must therefore repair the damage caused by its illicit activities in Costa Rican territory. The sentence established that Nicaragua must compensate Costa Rica Geografía, v. 23, n. 2, p. 69-83, jul. 2014. 6 CaMpos, a.; oConitrillo, K. d.; pons, l. & rivera, i. El conflicto jurídico ambiental entre Costa Rica y Nicaragua, Relativo a determinadas actividades llegadas a cabo en la zona fronteriza en el año 2010. Universidad de Costa Rica, December 2012. Retrieved from <http://iij.ucr.ac.cr/ sites/default/files/documentos/t12-el_conflicto_jurídico_ambiental_entre_costa_rica_y_ nicaragua.pdf>. (February 2, 2018) Paix ; and in the case that an agreement was not reached between the parties within the 12 following months, the Court would resolve the issue in later proceedings 8 . In 2017, Costa Rica requested that the Court resolve the issue of the damages owed to them for Nicaragua's illicit activities. The Court resolved this issue on the 2 nd of February 2018, establishing that the damage to the environment, and the consequential deterioration or loss of capacity of the environment to provide goods and services, was cause for compensation, and determined the sum for the restoration of the damaged surroundings, as well as the loss or deterioration of environmental goods and services, as 378,890.59 US dollars 9 . In 2011, Nicaragua began proceedings against Costa Rica for violations of Nicaraguan sovereignty and great environmental damage in its territory. Nicaragua stated that Costa Rica was carrying out extensive road construction along the majority of the borderlands between the two countries, with serious environmental consequences. The Court, in 2013, in accordance with the principle of good administration of justice, and needing to economize on proceedings, considered it appropriate to link this case with the related issue of certain activities carried out by Nicaragua in the borderlands. In its sentence in 2015, the Court concluded that the construction of the road by Costa Rica led to the risk of sensitive trans-border damage; it therefore determined that Costa Rica had not fulfilled its obligation under general international law to carry out an environmental impact evaluation (EIE). The Court concluded 51 that a declaration of illicit conduct regarding Costa Rica's violation of the obligation to carry out an EIE was an adequate measure of satisfaction 10 . All of this led Costa Rica to seek the definitive definition of the border with Nicaragua: in maritime terms, regarding the Caribbean Sea and the Pacific Ocean; and on land, in the northern sector of Isla Portillos. Hence, this paper deals with two disputes that Costa Rica brought before the International Court of Justice against Nicaragua. The first one on February 25 th , 2014, which referred to the establishment of single maritime limits between the two States in the Caribbean Sea and the Pacific Ocean, respectively. It sought to define the borders of all maritime areas that belonged to each of them, in accordance with applicable regulation and the principles of international law. The second proceeding was filed with the Court three years later, on January 16 th , 2017, and was related to a dispute over the precise definition of the boundary of the area of Los Portillos -Harbor Head Lagoon, and the establishment of a new Nicaraguan military camp on the beaches of Isla Portillos.
The Land and Maritime Delimitation of the Court of The Hague in the Affairs of Costa Rica v. Nicaragua, in Light of their Proposals
The Court, taking into account the assertions made by Costa Rica in the case regarding the land border in the northern part of Isla Portillos, and considering the tight link between these claims and certain aspects of the dispute in the case regarding the maritime delimitation in the Caribbean Sea and Pacific Ocean, joined the two proceedings by an order on February 2 nd , 2017.
II. THE PROCESS
Costa Rica, having stated that diplomatic means had been exhausted to resolve their disputes over maritime boundaries with Nicaragua, requested that the Court determine the complete layout of a single maritime boundary between all maritime areas belonging to the two States. Thus, considering that its coasts generate rights superimposed on the areas on both sides of the isthmus, it initiated the proceeding before the Court on February 25 th , 2014, requesting the maritime delimitation in the Caribbean Sea and the Pacific Ocean, based on international law. Light of their Proposals (February 2, 2018) 
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It was also made clear that Costa Rica has sovereignty over the entire northern part of Portillo Island, including its coastline to the point where the right bank of the San Juan River reaches the low-water line of the coast of the Caribbean Sea, with the exception of Harbor Head Lagoon and the sandbar that separates it from the Caribbean Sea; in these spaces, sovereignty belongs to Nicaragua 12 . Finally, it found that Nicaragua had established and maintained a military camp in Costa Rican territory, thus violating the sovereignty of the Republic of Costa Rica and that, Nicaragua must therefore withdraw its military camp from that territory.
III. RELEVANT GEOGRAPHY
Costa Rica and Nicaragua, located in Central America, share a land boundary that spans the Central American isthmus from the Caribbean Sea to the Pacific Ocean. To the north of that limit, we find Nicaragua and to the south of it, Costa Rica. Once contextualizied the location of both, it is important to note that Costa Rica shares a border with Panama in the south and Nicaragua with Honduras in the north.
Isla Portillos, whose northern part was the subject of the dispute over land boundaries, is an approximate area of 17 square kilometers, which is bordered to the west by the San Juan River and to the north by the Caribbean Sea. At its northwestern end, there is a sandy beach of varying length, that diverts the final course of the San Juan River, displacing its mouth to the west. On the coast of Isla Portillos, approximately 3.6 kilometers east of the mouth of the San Juan River, there is a lagoon, called Laguna Los Portillos by Costa Rica and Laguna Harbor Head by Nicaragua. This lagoon is separated from the Caribbean Sea by a sand bank.
The Caribbean Sea is located in the western part of the Atlantic Ocean. This Sea is partially enclosed to the north and east by the Caribbean islands, and borders South and West with South and Central America, respectively. In the Caribbean, off the coast of Nicaragua, there are several islands and cays, of which the Corn Islands are the most prominent, located 26 nautical miles from its coast, and which have an area, respectively, of 9.6 square kilometers (Great Corn Island) and 3 square kilometers (Little Corn Island). The Corn 
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Islands have a population of close to 7,400 inhabitants. Other small features found off the Nicaraguan coast include Paxaro Bovo, the Palmenta Cays, Pearl Cays, Tyra Rock, Man of War Cays, Ned Thomas Cay, Miskitos Cays, Dead Cay and Edinburgh Reef. Costa Rica also has two small islands -Isla Pájaros and Isla Uvita -less than half a nautical mile from its coast, near the city of Limón.
On the Pacific side, the coast of Nicaragua is relatively straight and generally follows a northwest to southeast direction. The Costa Rican coast is more sinuous and includes the peninsulas of Santa Elena (near the land limit), Nicoya and Osa (International Court of Justice, 2018b) .
In this section, it is important to mention the delimitations previously made. In the Caribbean Sea, Costa Rica concluded, on February 2 nd , 1980, a treaty with Panama that delimited a maritime boundary; this treaty came into force on February 11 th , 1982. This country also negotiated and signed a maritime delimitation treaty with Colombia in 1977, but it was never ratified.
In this same sea, the maritime borders of Nicaragua with Honduras -to the north -and Colombia -to the east -were established by Court judgments in 2007 13 . In it, they established two national demarcation commissions, each composed of two members. Said agreement also stated that the commissions would include an engineer, appointed by the President of the United States of America, who "will have broad powers to decide any type of differences that may arise in the course of any operation and whose decision would be final". As a consequence, the General of the United States, Edward Porter Alexander, was appointed and during the demarcation process, which began in 1897 and ended in 1900, he issued five awards.
In the first of these, from September 30 th , 1897, General Alexander determined the initial segment of the land border near the Caribbean Sea, in light of the geomorphological changes that had taken place since 1858. He defined this segment as starting from "the extreme northwest that appears to be the mainland, on the east side of Harbor Head Lagoon" and then ran across the sandbar, from the Caribbean Sea to the waters of Harbor Head Lagoon. From there, he determined that the limit "would follow the water's edge around the port until it reached the river by the first channel". However, as the Court pointed out in the 2015 judgment, what the arbitrator considered to be the "first channel" was a branch of the San Juan River that then flowed into the Harbor Head Lagoon
22
. Since the time of the Alexander's awards and the work of the demarcation commissions, the northern part of Isla Portillos has undergone significant geomorphological changes. In 2010, a dispute arose between Costa Rica and Nicaragua, regarding certain activities carried out by Nicaragua in that area. In its 2015 judgment, the Court considered the impact of some of these changes on the issue of territorial sovereignty, declaring "that the . Thus, Costa Rica had sovereignty over an area of 3 km2 in the northern part of Isla Portillos, although the Court pointed out in its description of this area that it does not specifically refer to the stretch of coastline bordering the Caribbean Sea that is between the Harbor Head Lagoon and the mouth of the San Juan river, which, according to both Parties, is Nicaraguan
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. The land boundaries in this stretch of coast is one of the issues that was disputed between the Parties in the joined cases.
In relation 
V. THE LEGAL APPROACHES OF THE PARTIES
The land border in the northern part of Isla Portillos poses questions of territorial sovereignty that had to be examined first due to its possible implications for maritime delimitation in the Caribbean. In this issue, the Parties express dissenting opinions on the interpretation of the 2015 judgment, and present contradictory allegations on certain issues related to sovereignty over the coast of the northern part of Isla Portillos. 23 Ibid., page 702, paragraph 92. 24 Ibid., pages 696-697, paragraphs 69-70 and page 740, paragraphs 229. 
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According to Costa Rica's reading of that judgment, it was established that the beach of Isla Portillos belongs to Costa Rica, a decision that has the force of res judicata. For them, only the issue regarding the precise location of the boundary at each end of the Harbor Head Lagoon sand bar remained unsettled.
In Costa Rica's view, in accordance with Article II of the 1858 Treaty, the continental boundary extends along the right bank of the Lower San Juan River to its mouth in the Caribbean Sea and the land boundary is found on the right bank of the San Juan River at its mouth. Thus, and to their knowledge, the only Nicaraguan territory in the area of Isla Portillos is the enclave of the Los Portillos -Harbor Head lagoon and the sandbar that separates the lagoon from the Caribbean Sea 27 . On the other hand, Nicaragua argued that the 2015 judgment did not set the limits of the territory in dispute, since the case of "certain activities" referred to the responsibility of the State for unlawful acts and did not refer to the delimitation. In that case, the Court was not required to adopt a position with regard to sovereignty over the relevant stretch of coastline or its precise limits, so in their opinion, the sovereignty over the beach of Isla Portillos had not been determined.
Regarding the Treaty of 1858 and subsequent Cleveland and Alexander's awards, Nicaragua understood that they described a fixed point in Punta de Castilla as being the point of departure of the border, and not at the mouth of the San Juan River. It emphasized that President Cleveland established the starting point of the land limit "at the end of Punta de Castilla at the mouth of the San Juan River of Nicaragua, since both existed on April 15 th , 1858." A binding ruling for the Parties, which had made the starting point clear as an "immobile fixed point" whose location would not change after changes in river flow. Therefore, the first Alexander's award made "great efforts to find where Punta de Castilla was, because that was the fixed starting point for the border."
Nicaragua, in its Counter-Memorial, argued that the San Juan River channel, which emptied into Harbor Head Lagoon and marked the land boundary at the time of the first Alexander's award, continues to flow into the lagoon. 
Paix et Securité Internationales
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Hence, it understood that the beach of Isla Portillos and the sandbar between the Harbor Head lagoon and the Caribbean Sea make up the remainder of the barrier that separated the lagoon from the Caribbean Sea, considering it as an independent element, separate from the continent.
Thus, in Nicaragua's view, the land boundary between the Parties began at the northeast corner of the sandbar that separates the Harbor Head lagoon from the Caribbean Sea, cuts through that sandbar and follows the water's edge around the lagoon until it joins the canal that connects the Harbor Head lagoon with San Juan Inferior. The border then follows the outline of Isla Portillos to lower San Juan. Consequently, it argued that the stretch of coastline between the Harbor Head Lagoon and the mouth of the San Juan River was under Nicaraguan sovereignty.
In spoken allegations, Nicaragua tried to reinforce its arguments with a certain tone of fatality, making the Court see that if it accepted the position of Costa Rica and decided that the coast was not under its sovereignty, "the entire structure, carefully created by the Treaty of 1858, and the awards would be dismantled" and the border would have to be revised.
Finally, in this regard, Nicaragua acknowledged in the hearings that in recent years, the channel that connected Harbor Head Lagoon with the San Juan River had "partially disappeared", and that as the rules of accretion and erosion do not apply to the current situation, consequently, "the limit should continue to be defined by the approximate location of the previous channel, so that the boundary that now separates the beach from the wetland behind it corresponds to the vegetation line" 28 . In relation to the alleged violations of the sovereignty of Costa Rica, this country stated that, "in establishing and maintaining a new military camp on the beach of Isla Portillos, Nicaragua has violated the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Costa Rica" and, in addition, it violated the December 2015 judgment. Costa Rica was referring to a military camp that was placed in August 2016 "northwest of the lagoon's sand bank and installed on the beach of the northern part of Isla Portillos", and requested that the Court order that "Nicaragua must withdraw its military camp".
Nicaragua, on the other hand, stated, firstly, that the camp was located on the "sand bank that separates Laguna de la Cabeza del Puerto from the Caribbean Sea". Later, in its allegations, Nicaragua did not contest that the camp was on the beach outside the boundaries of the sandbar that separates the lagoon from the Caribbean Sea; however, it argued that "the entire coast belongs to Nicaragua." The Nicaraguan defense argued that the Court, at that time, had not issued any decision with res judicata effect regarding the beach where the camp was located. As an alternative argument, Nicaragua argued that, even if the Court determined that the entire coastline is under Costa Rican sovereignty, the camp was still positioned on a part of the beach that belongs to Nicaragua, due to the presence of a water channel that runs behind the camp and connects with Harbor Head Lagoon 29 .
In the case, divergent opinions of the Parties regarding the starting point of the land boundary were evident, when they explained the starting point of the maritime delimitation in the Caribbean Sea. For Costa Rica, the maritime delimitation should begin at the mouth of the San Juan River; however, aware of the instability of the coast and, in particular, the characteristics near the point where the San Juan River flows into the Caribbean Sea, it suggested that the starting point of the maritime delimitation not be located at the western end of the mouth of the river where the sand accumulates, but on "the solid ground of Isla Portillos" 30 . Nicaragua, on the other hand, maintained that, according to the Treaty of 1858 and the Cleveland's award, the land border line began "at the end of Punta de Castilla at the mouth of the San Juan River in Nicaragua, since both existed on April 15 th , 1858", and that this point should be used for the maritime delimitation in the Caribbean, even if it had been submerged by the sea 31 . Costa Rica maintained that, in terms of the enclave under the sovereignty of Nicaragua, a starting point could not be established for the maritime delimitation on the sandbank that separates the Harbor Head lagoon from the Caribbean Sea, due to the general characteristics of the sandbank and, in particular, its instability. Nicaragua addressed the issue of the starting points of the maritime delimitation related to the enclave only as an alternative, in the event that the Court did not accept its main argument that the starting . Costa Rica argued that the Court should first delimit the boundaries of the Parties in the territorial sea, and then -using another method-that of the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf. It understood the delimitation of the territorial sea in accordance with Article 15 of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) and the delimitation of the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf under the parameters of Articles 74 and 83 of the same Convention.
Nicaragua, on the other hand, argued that Article 15 of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea does not stipulate how delimitation should be effected, but only how States should act in the event of an agreement not being reached on delimitation. It also emphasized that there was no practical difference between the delimitation regime of the territorial sea and the regime applicable to the delimitation of the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf, described respectively in Articles 15, 74 and 83 of the UNCLOS. In their opinion, "the approaches to the delimitation of the different maritime zones are convergent" and all the relevant provisions of the UNCLOS should be read together and in context.
Regardless of the above, the Parties -in accordance with the jurisprudence of the Court -agreed that, for the delimitation of the territorial sea, it was first necessary to establish the equidistance line. They then proceeded to discuss it by drawing a provisional equidistant line, and subsequently argue whether special circumstances existed that would justify the adjustment of the same 33 . 
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They also recognized the need to identify the relevant coasts that could generate projections that overlap between their coasts, but, as would be expected, they do so with different approaches. Nicaragua argued that a coastline segment can be considered relevant only if its frontal projection "overlaps with the projection to the sea from the coast of the other Party". Costa Rica maintained that, with some exceptions, the relevant coasts are determined through the establishment of coasts that generate overlapping rights using radial projections 35 . Although the Parties differed in their methods, they reached almost identical approaches with respect to the relevant coasts in the Caribbean Sea. Nicaragua maintained that "its relevant coast includes the coast up to Coconut Point", while the entire Costa Rican coast was relevant. Costa Rica adopted the same position with respect to its own coast, but considered that "only the coast of Nicaragua that ends at or near Punta de Perlas is relevant" 36 . However, depending on the configuration of the relevant coasts in the general geographical context, the relevant area may include certain maritime spaces and exclude others that are not related to the case in question 
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The Court recalls that the relevant area cannot be extended beyond the area in which the rights of both Parties overlap. Consequently, if one of the Parties has no right in a particular area, either by an agreement with a third State or because that area is outside a judicially determined limit between that Party and a third State, that area cannot be treated as part of the relevant area for the present purposes 40 .
In the north, to determine the relevant area, Nicaragua argued that a line should be drawn perpendicular to the general direction of the coast, starting from Punta Coco, until it reaches the border with Colombia. Costa Rica, on the other hand, argued that the relevant zone should also include the waters that fall "within the radial projection of other parts of the coast that are relevant".
In terms of the south, in order to define the relevant area, Costa Rica adopts a theoretical line that continues in the direction of its maritime boundary with Panama, as established in its 1980 bilateral treaty. Nicaragua's position on the relevant zone is that it must be The Parties, aware that the Court would delimit the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf according to its three-step methodology -as it did in the case of maritime delimitation in the Black Sea-, first drawing, provisionally, an equidistant line using the most appropriate base points on the relevant coasts; then considering whether there were relevant circumstances that could have justified an adjustment of the equidistance line drawn; and finally, evaluating the global equity of the border resulting from the first two stages, verifying if there is a marked disproportionality between the length of the relevant coasts and the maritime areas therein; -agree with regard to the selection of base points, except in two issues: 
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First, that Costa Rica, while acknowledging that in the territorial and maritime dispute between Nicaragua and Colombia, the Corn Islands had full effect on the delimitation, argued that in this case, the delimitation was different, because it referred to "the opposite coasts of opposite islands" and not adjacent coasts, thus opposing the placement of base points on them. Nicaragua, on the other hand, argued that, considering the proximity of Corn Islands to the continent, "to ignore them as base points" would have meant erasing an integral component of the coast of Nicaragua from the map, since these islands were capable of generating an exclusive economic zone and a continental shelf 42 . Second, Costa Rica argued that the base points should not be located in the small insular features located along the coast, such as Paxaro Bovo and Palmenta Cays, and stressed that the islets, cays and rocks do not generate rights to an exclusive economic area or continental shelf. On the contrary, Nicaragua argued that these maritime features can provide baselines for the construction of the provisional equidistance line, because they are "fringe islands" that "form an integral part of the Nicaraguan coast" 43 . Both Parties believed that an adjustment of the provisional equidistance line was necessary for the delimitation of the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf, but supported their claim on different circumstances. Nicaragua argued that it would suffer a cutting effect caused by "the convex and northern-oriented nature of the coast of Costa Rica in Punta Castilla, immediately adjacent to the concave coast of Nicaragua", hence the need to adjust the line to achieve an equitable result. Costa Rica contested Nicaragua's argument, because the convexity and concavity invoked could not be characterized as "marked" and, although it was inevitable, it did not consider it unfair 44 . With regard to the starting point of the maritime delimitation in the Pacific Ocean, Costa Rica and Nicaragua agreed that it was the midpoint of the closure line of Salinas Bay, and that the closure line was the one taken However, in order to establish the mid-line in the territorial sea, Costa Rica selected a series of base points on some islets just off Punta Zacate and Punta Descartes, as well as two other points located on a protrusion towards the sea on the peninsula of Santa Elena, called Punta Blanca. Nicaragua argued that the configuration of the coast, in the vicinity of Salinas Bay, was a special circumstance that requires the Court to adjust the equidistance line in the territorial sea. It understood that the peninsula of Santa Elena had a distortion effect on the line of equidistance, since it began at the first turning point, controlled by the base points on Punta Blanca, which notably cuts Nicaraguan coastal projections in the territorial sea. Consequently, Nicaragua requested that the Court adjust the equidistance line by deducting the base points on the Santa Elena Peninsula that would cause the boundary to be diverted to the coast of Nicaragua 46 . The Parties also disagreed as to whether the configuration of the coast constitutes a special circumstance in terms of Article 15 of the UNCLOS, which would justify an adjustment of the provisional middle line in the territorial sea. The problem is whether the location of base points on the Santa Elena Peninsula has a significant distorting effect on the provisional median line, which would result in a cut-off of the coastal projections of Nicaragua within the territorial sea 47 . For the purpose of delimiting the maritime boundary for the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf in the Pacific Ocean, and aware of the methodology established by the Court, each Party elaborated its arguments regarding the relevant coasts and the relevant area or zone. Costa Rica argued that the entire Nicaraguan coast, from Punta Arranca Barba to Punta Cosigüina, is relevant for the purposes of delimitation in the Pacific Ocean. It also argued that its own relevant coastline was divided into two parts. That which extended from Punta Zacate to Cabo Blanco in the Nicoya Peninsula, and from Punta Herradura to Punta Salsipuedes. Paix Regarding the relevant area, Costa Rica argued that maritime areas should be considered relevant for the purposes of delimitation only if both Parties have a potential right over them. Similarly, it argued that while the identification of the relevant area does not need to be exact, it identified the relevant area with the use of radial projections. In this case, a relevant area enclosed within a 200-nautical-mile radius envelope of arcs was produced, which identifies the area of potential rights superimposed between the Parties, and borders to the north on a straight line that begins at Punta Cosigüina and perpendicular to the direction of the Nicaraguan coast 49 . Nicaragua agreed with Costa Rica that the relevant area is identified by reference to the areas in which the possible maritime rights of the Parties overlap. However, it argued that the relevant area should be identified through the use of frontal coastal projections. Consequently, Nicaragua suggests that the relevant area should be bounded by the 200 nautical mile limits of the exclusive economic zones of the Parties in the west, by a line perpendicular to the general direction of the Costa Rica coast between Cabo Velas and Punta Scripts and starting at Punta Guiones in the south, and by a line perpendicular to the general direction of the coast of Nicaragua starting from the point of Corinth in the north 50 . To draw the provisional equidistance line in the exclusive economic zone and on the continental shelf, Costa Rica identified on its own coast a series of base points in the peninsula of Santa Elena, located in the characteristics named Punta Blanca and Punta Santa Elena. In addition, Costa Rica indicated a base point on the Nicoya Peninsula, located at Cabo Velas, which controls the provisional equidistance line, beginning at a point approximately 120 nautical miles from the Parties coast. On the coast of Nicaragua, Costa Rica identifies a series of base points in the vicinity of Punta Sucia, Punta Pie Nicaragua agreed that the base points selected by Costa Rica on the Nicaraguan coast faithfully reflect the macro-geography of the area. However, Nicaragua points out that, were it not for the existence of the Nicoya Peninsula, the provisional equidistance line would be essentially perpendicular to the general direction of the Parties' coast. However, the provisional equidistance line of Nicaragua did not differ from that suggested by Costa Rica 52 . Costa Rica maintained that there is no relevant circumstance that could justify an adjustment of the provisional equidistance line in the Pacific Ocean. It argued that although the Santa Elena Peninsula and the Nicoya Peninsula are significant geographical features, they were not capable of producing an unequal effect by distorting the provisional equidistance line to the detriment of Nicaragua. Likewise, it argued that the disparity between the length of the relevant coasts of the Parties was not sufficiently marked to require the adjustment of the provisional equidistance line, and that there was no coastal concavity that unequally disrupted the coastal projections of Nicaragua 53 . Conversely, Nicaragua argued that the provisional equidistance line in the Pacific Ocean produced a marked and unjustified cut of its coastal projections, since the direction of the coasts of the peninsula of Santa Elena and the Nicoya peninsula does not correspond to the general direction of the coast of Costa Rica. Nicaragua considered that the placement of base points in these characteristics led to a provisional equidistance line that deviated to the north, thus cutting its coastal projections and excessively distorting the provisional equidistance line if it were not adjusted. Hence, Nicaragua argued that an equitable solution with respect to the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf could be achieved by giving effect to half of both the Santa Elena peninsula and the Nicoya peninsula 54 . Paix 
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VI. THE COURT'S PRONOUNCEMENTS
In the first place, the Court emphasized that "the principle of res judicata, as reflected in articles 59 and 60 of its Statute, is a general principle of law that protects, at the same time, the judicial function of a court or tribunal court and the Parties in a case that has resulted in a final judgment without appeal 55 ." However, for the res judicata to be applied in a specific case, the Court, as it pronounced in the cases of the delimitation of the continental shelf between Nicaragua and Colombia, beyond 200 nautical miles from the Nicaraguan coast 56 , and in the case concerning the application of the Convention for the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, "must determine whether the first claim has been definitively resolved yet", since, if this has not actually been determined, neither expressly nor by necessary implication, no force of res judicata can be applied 57 . Similarly, the Court recalls that the operative part of its 2015 judgment established that Costa Rica had sovereignty over the territory in dispute, as defined in paragraphs 69-70 of that Judgment
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. The term "disputed territory" was described in those paragraphs as "the northern part of Isla Portillos, that is, the wetland area of about 3 square kilometers between the right bank of the disputed channel, the right bank of the San Juan River up to its mouth in the Caribbean Sea and the Harbor Head Lagoon". However, the Court noted that the territory in dispute "does not refer specifically to the 55 treMolada, E. "La cosa juzgada en las sentencias de la Corte Internacional de Justicia, en las disputas de Nicaragua contra Colombia y de Perú contra Chile", La arquitectura del ordenamiento internacional y su desarrollo en materia económica (E. Tremolada editor), Universidad Externado de Colombia, Bogotá, 2015 pp. 83-102. 56 The Court also recalled that the Parties on that occasion "did not address the issue of the precise location of the mouth of the river, nor did they provide detailed information on the coast. Neither of the Parties requested that the Court define the limit with greater precision with respect to this coast. As a consequence, the Court will abstain from doing so" 60 . Thus, making it clear that no decision had been made in its 2015 judgment on the question of sovereignty over the coast of the northern part of Portillo Island, since it had been expressly excluded, so it was not possible that the sovereignty issue regarding that part of the coast were res judicata.
Similarly, in its 2015 judgment, the Court interpreted that the Treaty of 1858 stipulated that "the territory under Costa Rica's sovereignty extends to the right bank of the San Juan Inferior river until it reaches the Caribbean Sea"
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. However, the absence of "detailed information", which had been observed in the 2015 judgment, had left the geographical situation of the area in question unclear with respect to the configuration of the coast of Isla Portillos, in particular with respect to the existence of characteristics on the coast and the presence of a channel that separates the wetland from the coast.
Hence, the need for an evaluation carried out by the experts appointed by the Court and that was not contested by the Parties, dispelling any uncertainty about the current configuration of the coast and the existence of a channel that connects the San Juan River with the Lagoon Harbor Head. Experts stated, among other things, that there was no longer a water channel connecting the San Juan River with Harbor Head Lagoon. As there was no channel, there could be no limit running along it, dismissing Nicaragua's claim that "the limit should continue to be defined by the approximate location of the previous channel", since it ignored the fact that the channel in question, as it existed at the time of the Alexander awards, was to the north of the current beach and, as the experts pointed out, had been submerged by the sea, due to coastal recession. Therefore, the Court determined that Costa Rica has 59 Ibid., paragraph 70. 60 Ibid. 61 Ibid., page 703 paragraph 92. , which is why Costa Rica requested that the Court determine the precise location of the land limit that separates both ends of the sandbank, and in doing so, also determine that the only Nicaraguan territory existing today in the area of Isla Portillos is limited to the Los Portillos -Harbor Head Lagoon enclave.
The Land and Maritime Delimitation of the Court of The Hague in the Affairs of Costa Rica v. Nicaragua, in Light of their Proposals (February
In relation to the sandbar that separates the lagoon from the Caribbean Sea, the experts established that although there are temporary channels in the barrier, it is above the water level, even at high tide. This expertise was not contested by the Parties and helped the Court to understand that the Parties agreed that both Harbor Head Lagoon and the sandbank that separates it from the Caribbean Sea are under the sovereignty of Nicaragua 64 . On the alleged violations of Costa Rica's sovereignty, the Court noted that the experts have established that the edge of the northwestern end of the Harbor Head lagoon is located to the east of the site of the military camp. Thus, the Court concludes that the military camp was placed by Nicaragua on the beach near the sandbar, but not on it. The installation of the camp thus violated the territorial sovereignty of Costa Rica, hence its withdrawal. However, it was specified that Nicaragua did not breach the 2015 judgment because, as noted above, the limit with respect to the coast had not been defined on that occasion. Therefore, the Court considered that the declaration 71 of a violation of the sovereignty of Costa Rica and the order addressed to Nicaragua to withdraw its camp from the territory constituted an adequate reparation 65 . The Court recalled that the point of departure of the land boundary is normally used to determine the starting point of maritime delimitation. However, given that the point of departure of the land border in this case is currently at the end of the sandy area bordering the San Juan River where the river reaches the Caribbean Sea and -in accordance with the designated experts' indication-the great instability of the coastline in the area of the mouth of the San Juan River, prevented the identification in the sandbox of a fixed point that was suitable as a starting point for the maritime delimitation, the Court preferred to select a fixed point at sea and connect it to the starting point on the coast using a mobile line. Taking into account the fact that the phenomenon that characterizes the coast at the mouth of the San Juan River is the recession caused by the erosion of the sea, it was considered appropriate to place a fixed point in the sea at a distance of 2 nautical miles from the coast in the middle line 66 . The Court, in accordance with the agreement of the Parties and its jurisprudence in matters of maritime delimitation and territorial issues between Qatar and Bahrain 67 and territorial and maritime dispute between Nicaragua and Honduras 68 , proceeded in two stages for the delimitation of the territorial sea. First, it established a provisional middle line; and second, it considered whether there were special circumstances that justified the adjustment of said line.
The Court constructed the provisional middle line to delimit the territorial sea only on the basis of points located on the natural coast, which may include points located on islands or rocks. The points used were landmarks 65 Ibid., paragraphs77-78. 66 Ibid., paragraph 86. 72 located on solid ground and therefore have a relatively higher stability than the points placed on the sandy features.
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Regarding whether there were special circumstances that justified the adjustment of said line, the Court considered two special circumstances: first one, the high instability and narrowness of the sandy area near the mouth of the San Juan River, which constitutes a barrier between the Caribbean Sea and important territory belonging to Nicaragua, which did not allow it to select a base point in that part of the Costa Rican territory. For this reason, it opted for a fixed point at sea, in the middle line, connected by a mobile line to whichever point on the mainland of the Costa Rican coast that is closest to the mouth of the river. A point that, by the way, had been identified by the designated experts and recognized as the situation of the coast at that time 70 . The second special circumstance considered by the Court for the delimitation of the territorial sea was the instability of the sandbar that separates the Harbor Head lagoon from the Caribbean Sea and its situation as a small enclave within the territory of Costa Rica. Reflecting on this, it concluded that if territorial waters were attributed to the enclave, they would be of little use for Nicaragua, while breaking the continuity of the territorial sea of Costa Rica. This consideration was decisive in the delimitation in the territorial sea, since it did not take into account any right that could result from the enclave 71 . Regarding the delimitation of the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf, the Court considered the entire continental coast of Costa Rica relevant -coinciding with the Parties -and the continental coast of Nicaragua to Punta Gorda in the north, where the coast shows a significant inflection. At the same time, it rejected the inclusion of the coasts of the Corn Islands and the Pearl Cays as relevant, because of the way in which the former are projected and the absence of evidence of human habitability with respect to the latter.
Thus, and given that the relevant coasts of Nicaragua and Costa Rica are not characterized by sinuosity, the length of the relevant coasts was measured on the basis of their natural configuration, resulting in a total length of the coasts of 228.8 km for Costa Rica and 465.8 km for Nicaragua, that is, a ratio of 1: 2.04 in favor of Nicaragua 72 . In relation to the relevant areas or zones, the Court considered that, with the exception of the space allocated to Colombia in the 2012 judgment, the area where there are overlapping projections in the north includes all maritime space located at a distance of 200 nautical miles from the coast of Costa Rica. On the other hand, in the south, the situation was more complicated, due to the presence of claims from third States, regarding which the Court could not pronounce:
When the areas are included solely for the purpose of roughly identifying the overlapping rights of the Parties in the case, which may be considered to constitute the relevant area -and which will eventually participate in the final stage of tests of disproportionality -, the rights of third parties cannot be affected . In order to define the single maritime boundary relative to the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf, the Court was to "achieve an equitable solution" in accordance with Articles 74 and 83 of the UNCLOS. Once again, it used its established three-step methodology. It provisionally drew an equidistant line, using the most appropriate base points, then considered whether there were relevant circumstances that justified an adjustment of the equidistance line drawn, and finally evaluated the overall equity of the frontier resulting from the first two stages, verifying whether there was a marked disproportionality between the length of the relevant coasts and the maritime areas that were in them 77 . This required a previous clarification from the Court, with respect to the most appropriate base points. The conclusion was that they could be placed in the Corn Islands, to construct a line of provisional equidistance, given that these islands have a significant number of inhabitants and maintain economic life, largely satisfying the requirements set forth in article 121 of the UNCLOS The effect that will be given to an island in the delimitation of the maritime boundary in the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf depends on the geographical realities and circumstances of each specific case. There is no general rule in this regard. Each case is unique and requires specific treatment; the ultimate goal is to reach a solution that is fair It resolved that, given its limited size and significant distance from the continental coast, the Corn Islands would only enjoy half of the effect, producing an adjustment of the equidistance line in favor of Costa Rica 83 . The Court dismissed Nicaragua's alleged combination of a convex coast of Costa Rica near Punta de Castilla and its own concave coast, since it had a limited effect on the border line, not being significant enough to justify an adjustment of the line. In the same way, the general concavity of the Costa "marked disproportion". Thus, it resolved that the delimitation regarding the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf between the Parties in the Caribbean Sea would follow the line of equidistance as it was adjusted, given that the result was not inequitable 89 . As mentioned, and based on the agreement between the Parties, the Court determines that the maritime boundary between Costa Rica and Nicaragua in the Pacific Ocean will begin at the midpoint of the Salinas Bay closure line.
The Court, in accordance with its established jurisprudence, applied Article 15 of the UNCLOS, first drawing a provisional median line and then examining whether there were special circumstances that justified its adjustment. For the construction of the provisional middle line in the case of Costa Rica and Nicaragua, they selected the same base points, which are found in certain outstanding features on their coasts and saw no reason to move away from them. Therefore, for the purpose of tracing the provisional median line in the territorial sea, the Court located basic points on certain characteristics in the vicinity of Punta Zacate, Punta Descartes and Punta Blanca on the Costa Rican coast, and on certain features in the vicinity of Punta Arranca Barba, Punta La Flor, Frailes Rocks and Punta Sucia of the coast of Nicaragua 90 . Meanwhile, as the Court had pointed out in the matters of maritime delimitation and territorial issues between Qatar and Bahrain, the continental shelf of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and Malta and that of the continental shelf of the North Sea "islets, rocks and coastal projections" may have a disproportionate effect on the midline. Such an effect may require an adjustment of the provisional midline in the territorial sea. However, in the vicinity of Salinas Bay, the Santa Elena peninsula cannot be considered a minor coastal projection that has a disproportionate effect on the boundary line. The coast of the peninsula of Santa Elena represents a large part of the Costa Rican coast in the area in which the Court has been requested to delimit the territorial sea. In addition, the adjustment proposed by Nicaragua in the territorial 89 International Court of Justice. Maritime Delimitation in the Caribbean Sea and the Pacific Ocean (Costa Rica V. Nicaragua) and Land Boundary in the northern part of Isla Portillos (Costa Rica V. Nicaragua). Judgment, I.C.J., 2 February, Reports 2018, paragraphs 165-166. 90 Ibid., paragraph 172. . Based on the above, the Court concluded that the territorial sea in the Pacific Ocean would be delimited between the Parties by means of a median line, beginning at the midpoint of the Salinas Bay closure line.
The Court recalled that to consider a coastline relevant for delimitation purposes, it must generate projections that overlap with the projections of the other party's coastline. Since in the Pacific Ocean, the coast of Costa Rica is characterized by a certain degree of sinuosity, while the coast of Nicaragua runs largely along a straight line, the Court considered it appropriate to identify the corresponding coasts of both Parties by means of straight lines and noted that the positions of the Parties do not differ significantly with respect to the identification of the relevant coast of Nicaragua. Thus, it considered that the entire Nicaraguan coast, from Punta Arranca Barba to Punta Cosigüina, generates potential maritime rights that overlap with those of Costa Rica. In the geographical circumstances of the present case, this conclusion does not change if the potential maritime rights are generated by the radial projection method or by the frontal projections method. The length of the relevant coast of Nicaragua, identified and measured, is 292.7 kilometres long 92 . As the parties' arguments regarding Costa Rica's relevant coastline differed significantly, the Court considered that Costa Rica's coastline between Punta Guiones and Cabo Blanco, as well as between Punta Herradura and Punta Salsipuedes, generates potential overlapping maritime rights with those of the corresponding coast of Nicaragua. It also considered it was appropriate to include certain parts of the Costa Rican coast south of Punta Guiones within the relevant coast. It also observed that the coasts of the Gulf of 
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Nicoya face one another and consider that they are not relevant for delimitation purposes. The Court concludes that the first segment of the relevant coast of Costa Rica runs along the straight lines that connect Punta Zacate, Punta Santa Elena, Cabo Velas, Punta Guiones and Cabo Blanco. The second segment of the relevant coast of Costa Rica extends along the straight lines that connect Punta Herradura, the Osa Peninsula, Punta Llorona and Punta Salsipuedes, resulting in a corresponding coast of Costa Rica, along straight lines, with a length of 416.4 kilometres 93 . The Court recalled that the relevant area, whose identification is part of the established maritime delimitation methodology, includes the maritime spaces in which the potential rights generated by the Parties' coasts are superimposed. In the case, the Court considered that both the potential maritime rights generated by the north coast of Costa Rica, and the possible maritime rights generated by the southern coast of Costa Rica, overlap with the possible maritime rights generated by the corresponding coast of Nicaragua. Thus, the Court considered that the relevant zone borders the north with a line that begins at Punta Cosigüina and that is perpendicular to the straight line that approaches the general direction of the coast of Nicaragua. In the west and in the south, the relevant area is limited by the envelope of arcs that marks the boundaries of the area in which the potential maritime rights of the Parties overlap. It specified that the coast that extends from Cabo Blanco in the northeast to the Gulf of Nicoya and up to Punta Herradura does not generate potential maritime rights that overlap with those generated by the coast of Nicaragua. Therefore, the Court considers that the maritime area toward land, of the line between Cabo Blanco and Punta Herradura and that corresponds approximately to the waters of the Gulf of Nicoya is not part of the relevant area for the purposes of delimitation. The relevant area that it identified measures approximately 164,500 square kilometers 80 nental shelf will begin at the end of the border in the territorial sea, and from there will follow a series of geodesic lines joining the points 95 . The Court emphasized that the arguments of the Parties regarding the adjustment of the provisional equidistance line related to two different issues: first, whether the existence of the Santa Elena peninsula results in an inequitable cut in the coastal projections of Nicaragua; second, if the existence of the Nicoya Peninsula similarly creates an inequitable cut of Nicaragua's coastal projections. Thus, it concludes that the Santa Elena peninsula is a protrusion that is close to the point of departure of the maritime border between the Parties and that as it had verified, the effect it produces within the territorial sea does not justify an adjustment of the provisional median line within the 12 nautical miles. However, it stated that the situation was different for the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf, whose base points located on the Santa Elena peninsula controlled the course of the provisional equidistance line from the 12 nautical mile limit of the territorial sea to a point located approximately 120 nautical miles from the coasts of the Parties, considering that such base points have a disproportionate effect in the direction of the provisional equidistance line. The Court also considers that, beyond the territorial sea, the effect of the Santa Elena peninsula on the provisional equidistance line results in a significant cutoff of the coastal projections of Nicaragua; a court effect that was not equitable 96 . For these reasons, the Court considered it appropriate to adjust the provisional equidistance line for the exclusive economic zone and the continental shelf, specifying -as it did in the territorial and maritime dispute of Nicaragua against Colombia -that any adjustment made to remedy an inequitable cut to Nicaragua's detriment should not create an inequitable cut to the detriment of Costa Rica (International Court of Justice, 2012, paragraph 216). As an appropriate method to achieve an equitable solution and to reduce the limit of coastal projections created by the presence of the Santa Elena Peninsula, it welcomed Nicaragua's argument giving half of its effect to that peninsula 97 . Regarding the Nicoya peninsula -a large landmass, which corresponds to one seventh of the territory of Costa Rica, and a large population -, it is a 81 prominent part of the continent of Costa Rica, which the Court understood could not be given any less than a total effect, when delimiting the boundary in the exclusive economic zone and on the continental shelf 98 . Finally, regarding the test of disproportionality, the Court reminded us that the corresponding coast of Costa Rica in the Pacific Ocean has a length of 416.4 kilometers and the corresponding coast of Nicaragua in the Pacific Ocean has a length of 292.7 kilometers. Thus, the two relevant coasts are in a ratio of 1: 1.42 in favor of Costa Rica. Additionally, the Court considered that the maritime boundary established between the Parties in the Pacific Ocean divides the relevant area in such a way that approximately 93,000 square kilometers of that area correspond to Costa Rica and 71,500 square kilometers of that area belongs to Nicaragua. The relation between the maritime areas found for the Parties is 1: 1.30 in favor of Costa Rica 99 .
VII. CONCLUSIONS
This resolution -in principle -should be the epilogue to the multiple controversies that have arisen between Costa Rica and Nicaragua, which ends up clarifying any doubts that may have remained regarding territorial sovereignty and limits between them. However, good faith is a principle of international relations that is not always practiced. From a legal perspective, and in light of the proposals of the Parties, the statements of the International Court of Justice establish and ratify precedents in the matter of territorial and maritime disputes 100 , as follows: First, regarding the application of res judicata, specifying -as it already had in the case of Nicaragua against Colombia over the extended continental shelf -that it must be determined whether in the first proceeding everything that was debated was definitively resolved, since, if this has not actually been determined, neither expressly nor by necessary implication, no force of res judicata can be applied. 
